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A note about this short book
In November 2017, the Legal Design Lab team ran 
Design for Justice, a 3-day pop-out class at 
Stanford’s d.school. Our aim was to design new 
ways to support people with traffic tickets going 
through court without a lawyer, to prevent financial 
harm and criminal penalties.

In previous versions of the class, our team and 
students had done user research, observing and 
interviewing people at traffic court, and also  
‘generative’ design work, coming up with ideas and 
making rough prototypes.

Our team took these prototypes and spent the 
summer making them into more refined, interactive 
prototypes. Then, we used the November pop-out to 
test these ideas, to rank and improve them.

This book captures the testing protocol we 
developed, so that other design teams, courts, legal 
aid groups, and similar orgs can run user testing 
themselves.
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Our Testing Goals
We planned for in-person user testing of 4 
early-stage prototypes over 2 days.

Our goal was to have relatively untrained students 
be able to conduct the tests, and gather information 
in a standardized, yet qualitative and 
human-centered way.

The feedback we gathered can help us decide which 
prototypes to invest further in, and what we need to 
change about them.

We used the following protocol -- and document it in 
this book, for you to use.



The Protocol we used
These are the steps we used to conduct testing of 20 users 
with 10-15 students administering the tests. It cost us $160 
to run the tests, plus $800 in user compensation.

1. Getting the 4 prototypes ready for 
testing

2. Recruiting testers with posters
3. Recruiting testers on Craigslist
4. Screening testers on Google Forms
5. Scheduling testers for slots on 

Calendly
6. Training students to conduct tests
7. Getting consent and payment 
8. Standardized note-gathering forms
9. Co-design pages

10. Debrief session
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1.
Prepping the 
Prototypes to Test
Before anything, you should have the materials you 
are going to test ready.

We tested different prototypes against each other. 
You could test a single idea.

We had each prototype refined to an ‘interactive’ 
stage, with real and accurate content. If it was a 
webpage, app, or text message prototype, users are 
able to click through it, so that it gave an accurate 
simulation of the concept.

We also developed ‘scenarios’ for each prototype, so 
we could explain to testers about who, what, and 
when someone would use this prototype.
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Prototype 1: website to look up your 
ticket status and take direct action 
(including automatic letter writer)

Prototype 2: visual guides 
documenting court process

Prototype 3: website to see if you can 
get a financial hardship discount on 
your ticket, and apply for it

Prototype 4: text message 
coach to tell you options and 
process to deal with ticket



2.
The recruit poster
We gave a short description of what we wanted from 
possible recruits, including:

- The types of feedback and experiences we were 
looking for, so they understood the context

- The logistics of location and times
- The compensation they would get
- The public service mission that the work would 

be serving

In addition, we put the ‘next step’ of how to sign up -- 
most importantly, the phone they could text to get 
signed up and scheduled
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Our Recruit Poster
https://goo.gl/m4eef7



3. 
Craigslist Ad
In addition to the poster, we created Craisglist ads 
under Jobs > Etc. boards, to recruit other possible 
testers.

We included similar information to the poster, along 
with a link to our Google Form screening page.

Posting an ad in the Bay Area cost $75. We posted 
one in Berkeley for our testing there, and one in the 
Peninsula for our testing in Stanford.

The Craigslist ads resulted in many more sign-ups 
than the poster did, though there was high attrition 
rates for people showing up.
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4. 
Screening Sign-ups
As we got people signing up for the testing sessions, 
we had them answer a short form of questions, to 
make sure that they fit the profile of experiences that 
we were looking for -- and to get a better 
understanding of their technology usage and 
economic status.

We did this through a simple, free Google Form.

You can see it here: 
https://goo.gl/forms/6u6uHcDWBiBjyoO42
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5. 
Scheduling Testers
Because we had many testers who wanted to 
participate, and we had to schedule multiple testers 
for a series of 1-hour slots, we didn’t want to do the 
scheduling manually over email or text.

We used Calend.ly’s premium service to set up slots 
on each of our testing days. We created 1 hour slots, 
and put a cap number of testers who could sign up 
for each slot -- so that we would have the right 
number of people for our number of students.

We sent the Calend.ly link to each tester who passed 
the screening, so they could choose the slot that 
worked best for them. If they later changed their 
mind or timing, they could change the slot on the 
link.

This cost $8/month.
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Our scheduling tool
http://calendly.com



6. 
Training Students
Our team conducted this work as a Stanford d.school 
pop-up class, so that students could participate, 
receiving training on the design process, while learning 
more about civic innovation.

All of the undergraduate and graduate students were 
unfamiliar with the traffic court system, and had limited 
experience in running user research. We had a 3-hour 
evening training before our 2 days of testing.

In the training, we introduced the students to the basics 
of traffic court & the insights and prototypes we had 
created in earlier sessions. We then trained them on our 
testing, by walking them through the protocol, and 
having them run testing sessions with each other. We 
used their feedback to improve our interviews and 
packets. We also had them read IDEO’s Little Book on 
Design Research Ethics, and reviewed our guiding 
principles of Respect and Transparency. 
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Design 
Research Ethics
https://
lbodre.ideo.com

Our training slide deck
https://goo.gl/MPV44E
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Ethical Design 
Engagement 
with your 
community

http://www.lega
ltechdesign.com
/2018/02/short-
book-ethical/ 

http://www.legaltechdesign.com/2018/02/short-book-ethical/
http://www.legaltechdesign.com/2018/02/short-book-ethical/
http://www.legaltechdesign.com/2018/02/short-book-ethical/
http://www.legaltechdesign.com/2018/02/short-book-ethical/


7. 
Consent and 
Payment
We set up our testing compensation as $40 per user, for 
a 45 minute - 1 hour session. We chose this amount 
because its rate is competitive with other testing 
sessions, and it allowed us to pay the tester without 
going through tax issues (according to Stanford policy).

Stanford d.school ordered us gift certificates for 
compensation. We gathered users’ names and street 
addresses for financial records.

We created consent forms both online and in paper, to 
gather testers’ consent to take and use quotes and 
photos in future publications. We aimed to be very 
transparent, so all testers would be clear that we may 
be using their image and feedback publicly.
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Our consent form
https://goo.gl/forms/JHw91dN8jLb
7W1T33



8. 
Standardized 
Note-Taking
To ensure all the students administered the tests in a 
consistent way, and gathered information in ways that 
would make it easy for us to analyze it systematically, 
we created 2 instruments for them to use.

One, we had a packet that each user-tester would have 
in front of them. As the student administered the test, 
the tester would go through the packet page by page, to 
see the instructions and questions. This would make 
sure each test followed the same flow.

Two, we had a Google form for the student to take 
notes into. It also had a script they could follow, and 
ways to input information in standard ways. Our team 
then had a spreadsheet of all the responses and 
data-points.
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Our testing packet https://goo.gl/9rBPbz

Our standardized note-taking
https://goo.gl/forms/3rwakfE5GtCknJtj1
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Survey Questions to evaluate ideas or 
prototypes we present to user testers. We 
adapted these from usability evaluations, 
civic technology testing instruments, & 
procedural justice surveys.



9. 
Co-design pages
We also included pages in the testing packet where our 
testers could draw and sketch their own ideas.

We wanted to have as collaborative a design session as 
possible, so that our testers could come up with new 
ideas or iterations to our ideas.

Each packet had pages for testers to sketch and 
annotate ideas. Our team gathered all the packets after 
each interview, labelled them, and scanned in all the 
user-testers’ sketches, notes, and drawings so that we 
could use them in future improvements.
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10. 
Debrief
At points during the testing days, and at the end, we 
gathered all the students around whiteboards to debrief 
about what they were learning and thinking.

We had a board for each prototype -- where we put 
specific feedback and recommendations for each.

We also had a user persona and typology board, where 
students could help define the key archetypes of the 
people they were speaking with, and what requirements 
and values each had.

In addition, we had a Big Ideas board, for future designs 
or new concepts that emerged -- where testers’ or 
students’ proposals for new prototypes went.

This helped our core team get big headlines and 
takeaways for our future work in refining the prototypes, 
and creating an agenda for change.
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Good luck in your 
testing!

Tell us what you think
mdhagan@stanford.edu
http://legaltechdesign.com


